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Page 1. Re: Introduction and background.  The NPS disagrees that there is a “lack of a clear management relationship between the GYA and the parks in the
DEIS.  The desired conditions for winter use described in the DEIS, for the three national park units closely follow the winter use goals as outlined in the Winter
Visitor Use Management: A Multi Agency Assessment (GYCC 1999 p.2).  Because the scope of the DEIS is park specific and does not include the entire Greater
Yellowstone Area (GYA), the desired conditions identified in that document should reflect that change in scope.  In addition, the DEIS (as required by NEPA)
underwent a separate specific scoping effort which identified issues and concerns specific to the 3 park units.  It should also be noted that while the Winter
Visitor Use Management: A Multi Agency Assessment (GYCC 1999) provides useful information and direction on winter use in the GYA, it is not a decision
document and no NEPA analysis was performed.  Despite the differences inherent in the two processes the DEIS presents a very clear relationship between
parks and surrounding lands.  The national forests of the Greater Yellowstone Area; the states of Montana, Idaho and Wyoming; and the five counties
surrounding the 3 parks have been granted cooperating agency status.  The cooperating agencies have participated in formulating the alternatives (see Appendix
A, Volume II of the DEIS) and have provided an analysis of the effects of those alternatives on lands within their jurisdiction.  That analysis can be found in the
Effects on Adjacent Lands section of the DEIS on pages 298-309.  The comments were also printed in their entirety in Appendix I, Volume II of the DEIS.
These sections of the document will be updated as the national forests and other cooperating agencies further refine their analysis.
Page 1. Re: Analysis of off-road vehicles.  Executive Order 11646 (as amended by EO 11989) defines off-road vehicles as “any motorized vehicle designed for
or capable of cross-country travel on or immediately over land, water, sand, snow, marsh, swampland or other natural terrain” (see DEIS, Appendix C).  The
effects of snowmobile and snowcoach use on the travel corridors of the parks are disclosed for all alternatives including the no action alternative in Chapter 4
Environmental Consequences of the DEIS.  The effects of other off-road wheeled vehicles, (as defined by EO 11646), were not analyzed in the DEIS because
regulations require that in national parks off-road vehicles must operate only on routes specifically designated for their use.  Except for snowmobiles, no such
designations exist in the 3 park units (36 CFR 4.10).
Page 2. Re: Preferred alternative.  An EIS is not, per se, a scientific analysis.  It is intended to disclose environmental effects over a range of alternatives, in
which the analyses must demonstrate scientific integrity by disclosing methods and making explicit references to sources used (40 CFR 1502.24).  The DEIS
does this.  CEQ regulations also allow for incomplete or unavailable information, by describing procedures that are to be followed in these instances
(§1502.22).  Any identified gaps in the FEIS will follow the requisite procedures.  Also, there is no requirement in CEQ regulations (§1502.14) to justify a
preferred alternative, just to name one or more alternatives as preferred in the DEIS if there is a preference.  The agency must express a preferred alternative in a
Final EIS.  The effects of the alternatives on park values such as air quality, natural soundscapes, and visitor experience have been analyzed in the DEIS on
pages 157–327.
Page 2  Re: Page 7, Facility Issues.  The scope of the Winter Use Plan DEIS for Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr.,
Memorial Parkway is limited to an examination of a range of alternatives and the associated impacts of winter visitor use (see §1500.4).  Activities that occur in
the summer, are outside the scope of the DEIS except where their impacts are additive to those occurring in the winter.  The effects of those types of actions are
considered cumulative (§1508.25(c)) and are disclosed in the DEIS on pages 319-327.
Page 2 Re: Desired conditions.  The reference to snowmobile sound and emission levels on page 4 is a typographical error.  The bullet should read “Oversnow
vehicle sound and emission levels are reduced to protect public and employee health and safety, enhance visitor experience and protect natural resources.”
Page 2 Re: Page 4, Existing conditions.  Visitors to the national parks generally come because they are seeking a certain type of experience.  Because the basis
of any visitor experience is empirical a visitors comment on that experience is often expressed as an opinion.
Page 2. Re: Desired condition.  The statements outlined under the Desired Condition heading of the DEIS are described as issues and concerns that are
unresolved, that is, there is some contention as to whether the concern is valid or not.  Alternatives were formulated in order to provide clear definition of these
issues.  The effects of these alternatives and the degree to which they achieve the desired condition are assessed in the environmental consequences section of
the DEIS.  It is appropriate to express these unresolved issues or areas of disagreement, (including professional opinion) as a facet of the existing condition.
Indeed, these areas of disagreement are one of the primary indicators that a comparative analysis is required in order to meet the desired condition.  This will be
clarified in the FEIS.
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Page 2. Re: Concern for groomed road access.  As noted in the DEIS several surveys have indicated that existing winter users expressed strong support for
maintaining groomed trails in the parks.  The State of Montana also notes correctly that users responding to this survey are not the only indicators for meeting
the desired condition that should be used.  Under the no action alternative approximately 184 miles of road are groomed.  Under alternative B (preferred
alternative) 154 miles of road would be groomed, a reduction of 15%.  The NPS disagrees that the concern for groomed road surfaces is not addressed or is
contradictory to the preferred alternative.
Page 2. Re: Sewage treatment capacity.  Recently Yellowstone has completed an environmental assessment on a sewage treatment facility at Old Faithful.
Because these facility issues are site-specific year round concerns they are typically addressed in separate implementation level environmental assessments (see
1508.18(B).

Page 3. Re: State of Montana’s special expertise.  The text describing the special expertise of the State of Montana will be edited to include air and water
quality.
Page 3. Alternative B would provide for visitor access from West Entrance to Old Faithful via mass transit shuttle busses, which would reduce the number of
vehicle miles traveled from West Yellowstone by nearly 80 % (see DEIS page 202).  Because the transit system would be operating under permit from the NPS
these busses can be required to fuel their vehicles outside the park if a fuel shortage should arise in the park.  The same is true for alternative G. Efforts were
made in each alternative to rely on surrounding gateway communities for support services.
Page 3. Re: Air quality.  This section will be clarified in the FEIS.
Page 3. Re: Air quality.  This section will be clarified in the FEIS.
Page 3. Re: Air quality.  Additional air quality modeling for CO for all alternatives will be included in the FEIS.
Page 3. A clarification as to the cause of bison removals will be made in the FEIS.
Page 4. Re: Summer/Winter use comparisons.  The scope of the Winter Use Plan DEIS for Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and the John D.
Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway is limited to an examination of a range of alternatives and the associated impacts of winter visitor use (see §1500.4).
Activities that occur in the summer, are outside the scope of the DEIS except where their impacts are additive to those occurring in the winter.  The effects of
those types of actions are considered cumulative (§1508.25(c)) and are disclosed in the DEIS on pages 319-327.

A description of winter facilities is provided on page 140-141.  CEQ regulations encourage the authors of NEPA documents to reduce excessive paperwork by
emphasizing portions of the environmental impact statement that are useful to decision makers and the public and reducing emphasis on background material
(See § 1500.4 (f)).  It is unclear from the comment how an additional discussion of changes in fees and changes to summer travel corridors (other than that
provided in the introduction and affected environment) would further define a winter use issue, help to clarify the analysis or provide useful information to the
decision maker.
Page 4  Re: EIS process.  Recently Yellowstone has completed an environmental assessment on a sewage treatment facility at Old Faithful.  Because these
facility issues are site-specific year round concerns they are typically addressed in separate implementation level environmental assessments (see 1508.18(B).
Page 4.  Re: Scope of the plan and EIS.  The stated purpose and need for action defines the desired conditions for winter use for the 3 park units.  The scope of
the winter use planning effort identified in the DEIS was limited for practical reasons to the 3 park units.  Since the alternatives are formulated to respond to the
purpose and need, they necessarily exclude those lands outside the jurisdiction of the NPS (§1502.14(c).  Although CEQ regulations allow an agency to
consider an alternative that includes actions outside its jurisdiction this was considered to be impractical, in this case, for the following reasons.  In response to a
lawsuit filed by The Fund For Animals and others in 1997 the NPS agreed to prepare a comprehensive EIS, pursuant to NEPA, addressing a full range of
alternatives for all types of winter visitor use, including snowmobiling and trail grooming, in the parks and considering the effects of those alternatives on the
parks’ environments.  The agreement also specified a completion date of the FEIS ofSeptember 1, 2000.  In order to provide meaningful analysis for the public
and decision-makers within the agreed upon timeframe it was essential that the scope of the document be limited to the specifications of the settlement
agreement.
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Page 4. Re: Management zones.  The management prescriptions describe the potential range of desired resource conditions and visitor experiences.  These
prescriptions are not comparative, that is they are not intended to define the differences between existing and desired conditions.  They are intended to describe
the desired condition for that zone.  Therefore, to describe air quality as good to excellent is appropriate.  In response to your comment these terms will be
further defined in the FEIS.  In addition to the park’s responsibilities under the Clean Air Act, clean air is a park value that is highly regarded by park visitors.
It would not be appropriate to identify a parameter of “the maximum allowed by law (approaching exceeding NAAQS standards)” as the desired condition for
any zone within the parks.
Page 4. Re: Management zones.  Please see the previous response.  The management zone describes the parameters that will guide the future management for
that zone.  The purpose of the management zones is to ensure a diversity of appropriate visitor experiences and to help set up carrying capacity decisions.  If, as
you suggest, park visitors along these roadways are exposed to a high level of bus exhaust, the NPS agrees that the park visitor may not experience a “sense of
being in a natural environment”.  Consequently, park mangers might pursue visitor management actions (i.e. park passes, reservations, use limits etc.) to ensure
that the identified desired resource conditions for those zones are met.  The purpose of the management prescriptions will be further clarified in the FEIS and a
description of carrying capacity studies will be incorporated.
Page 5. Re: Scientific studies and monitoring.  Published studies and monitoring reports should as a matter of course be available to the public.  For obvious
reasons, this information should not be subjected to a political process in advance of their publication.  There are policies and protocols already in place to
ensure appropriate scientific review.  If future studies or monitoring indicate the need for management action, NPS will follow the requirements already set in
law (such as NEPA), regulation and policy.  At that time, the scientific basis for an action can be scrutinized and criticized by any interested parties.
Page 5. The standards for visitor experience and resource condition for each zone described in each alternative are outlined on Table 2 in the DEIS.  On page 25
of the DEIS under Actions and Assumptions Common to all Alternatives the text states that further studies will be necessary to set indicators and further define
the standards for achieving the desired visitor experience and resource condition and that if necessary the parks will implement techniques such as reservations,
permits and differential fees.  This process will be further clarified in the FEIS.  (The State of Montana has not been sent a protocol for determining indicators
and carrying capacities for the 3 parks because it has not yet been developed.)
Page 5. Re: Cooperating agencies and review of modeling and other information.  The NPS disagrees that the State of Montana has not received data, and other
information relating to the proposed action and its alternatives in the DEIS.  The planning record will show that studies that have been prepared by the NPS for
the DEIS and that relate to the cooperating agencies areas of expertise were sent to each of the cooperating agencies for their review.  In some cases the NPS
funded state designated peer reviewers to review the models and surveys utilized in the analysis.
Page 5. Re: EPA emission standards.  The suggestion to use EPA standards for vehicles entering the park in alternative G will be incorporated into the
alternative.  The suggestion to utilize the EPA method of emission testing (mass of pollutant per unit of power) under alternative G has merit.  The alternative
feature will be edited in the FEIS.  Peak day information will be included in the environmental consequences section for alternative G in the FEIS.
Page 5. Re: Numbers of snowcoaches.  This clarification will be added to the description of the environmental consequences  of this alternative
Page 5-6. Re: Rationale for the preferred alternative.  The preferred alternative is not a decision but is the agency’s preferred course of action at the time a draft
or final EIS is released.  The purpose of identifying the preferred alternative is so that agencies and the public can understand the lead agency’s orientation
(§1502.14(e)).

Page 6. Re: Public access to the parks.  The preferred alternative identified in the DEIS does not ignore the “overwhelming public preference on access to the
park” and at the time of the writing of the DEIS appeared to be the most responsive to the criteria stated on page 38-39.  All roads identified as open to
motorized travel under the no-action alternative are open under the preferred alternative.  The preferred alternative also adds an additional 6 miles of motorized
access and 10 miles of groomed non-motorized access.  The preferred alternative identifies 154 miles of groomed snow road, only 30 miles less than the no-
action alternative.  As identified on page 218 capacity levels at the Old Faithful area would remain the same as in no action.  The preferred alternative adds the
ability to access Old Faithful via a plowed road, as well as via an oversnow road, thus increasing opportunities for different types of access.  Partly in response
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to the overall non-support of plowing this section of road, the NPS expresses a new preferred alternative in the FEIS which allows for oversnow access
throughout the park by snowcoach.
Page 6. Re: Mandated topics.  §1502.16(e) requires that an EIS include a discussion of the energy requirements and the conservation potential of various
alternatives and mitigation proposals.  The NPS is unaware of a mandate that does not allow the decision-maker to select an alternative that uses more energy
than the no-action alternative.  Alternative B proposes mass transit on the road sections from West Entrance to Old Faithful.  These sections currently receive
the most use during the winter.  Given current use this alternative reduces the number of vehicle miles traveled by a factor of 8, it is unclear how alternative B
would increase the amount of energy used over alternative A.  The NPS will review the commenters concerns that energy consumption would be substantially
greater under one alternative than another and will make appropriate changes to the FEIS.
Page 6. The dispersal of exotic species is a problem that accrues to year-round use in the national parks.  On the whole, the portion of this problem to be
attributed to winter use is very small – considering that the major dispersal agent is the use of horses from park trailheads and trailheads on adjacent public
lands.  The Park Service’s judgment is that this is not a significant issue worthy of study in this EIS.
Page 7-8. Re: Regional economy.  The information provided will be considered in revising the economic assessment.
Re: Recreation sector and park visitors.  The information provided will be considered in revising the economic assessment.
Re: Nonmarket values.  Editorial changes regarding nonmarket values will be made in the FEIS
Re: Air quality and public health.  Editorial changes will be made to clarify the issues of ambient air quality standards and personal exposure levels value in the
FEIS
Page 9 Re: Air quality and public health.  Editorial changes will be made that describe snowcoach emissions in the FEIS.
Page 9 Re: Air quality and public health.  Editorial changes will be made that clarify the methods used for measuring ambient air quality standards on Montana.
Page 9 Re: Air quality and public health.  Editorial changes will be made that clarify the methods used for measuring ambient air quality standards on Montana.
Clarification will be made in the DEIS
Page 9 Re: Air quality and public health.  Editorial changes will be made that clarify the air quality analysis.  Additional work is being accomplished on air
quality and public health and appropriate changes will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Pages 9-11. Re: Air quality and public health.  Additional work is being accomplished on air quality and public health and appropriate changes will be
incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 11.  Re: Public Safety.  NPS acknowledges that snowmobile traffic sharing a road surface with wheeled vehicles is a potentially hazardous situation.  Your
comment does not indicate how alternative B would cause this problem to increase.  The NPS will review and if appropriate disclose this effect in the adjacent
lands section of the FEIS.
Page 11. Re: Air quality and public health. The text of the FEIS will be edited to reflect the additional source of pollutants.
Page 11-12. Re: Air quality.  Additional work is being accomplished on air quality and appropriate changes will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 12  Re: Bison.  The FEIS will include additional information on the brucellosis issue.  The term “perceived risk” was removed.
Page 13 Re:  Comment noted.  A correction will be made in the FEIS.
Page 13 Re: Bison management actions.  Comment will be incorporated in the FEIS.
Page 13. Re: Untested Meagher theory.  The bison analysis will be reviewed and updated as necessary.  In an effort to better understand the relationship of
bison movements and the use of the winter groomed road system, managers have instituted studies that address this issue.  While groomed roads may have
contributed to the redistribution of bison within park boundaries (Meagher 1997), it appears that bison tend to use waterways and off-road trails for much of
their travel on the west side of the park (Bjornlie and Garrott 1998), and that much of their movement toward park boundaries may occur on such routes.
Monitoring of bison movements in the Hayden Valley and Mammoth to Gibbon Falls sections of the park has found that less than 12% of bison movements
occurred on the groomed road surface (Kurz et al. 1998, 1999).  However, groomed roads may have allowed larger numbers of bison to exist in the park than in
the absence of groomed roads, by allowing access to otherwise unavailable foraging areas, and westward redistribution early in the winter may predispose some
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bison to exit the park (Meagher 1997).  Therefore closing of groomed roads could have the effect of reducing population size and shifting distribution back to
patterns observed before grooming, thereby possibly reducing the magnitude of bison movements outside park boundaries.  Conversely, bison are highly social
and appear to retain and pass along knowledge through generations (Meagher 1985), so it is possible that closing groomed roads may not impact bison
movements and distribution.  Research is currently being conducted to better understand the relationship between road grooming and bison movement and
distribution patterns.
Page 13. Re: NAS Review of Brucellosis.  Comment noted.  Reference to the NAS report will be made in the FEIS.
Page 13. Re: Aune 1981.  Aune’s work is cited in Chapter 4 “Environmental Consequences”  Much of his work did demonstrate that recreation impacts
wildlife.
Page 14. Citation from Aune will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 14. A correction will be made in the FEIS regarding lynx distribution.
Page 14-15. Re: Assumptions and methods.  Additional work is being accomplished on air quality and appropriate changes will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 15. Re: West Entrance relocation.  This suggestion will be incorporated as a mitigation measure into alternative E.
Page 16. Re: Public Safety Assumptions and Methodologies.  The effect on visitor safety of different types of winter users, primarily skiers and snowmobilers
sharing the same road surface was identified during public scoping.  The identified concern is a result of the great difference in the rate of speed of these
different user groups: one slow and one fast.  If you separate two user groups you will eliminate the danger that a collision between them will occur.  The
assumption stated on page 162 is valid.
Page 16. Re: Public Safety Assumptions and Methodologies.  This assumption has not been utilized to indicate a level of effect in the preferred alternative.  The
effects of an increase in winter use on lands outside the 3 park units are discussed on pages 298-315.  The USFS is revising the analysis of winter visitor
displacement and that information will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 16 Re: MTBE.  Additional work is being accomplished on water resources and appropriate changes will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 16 Re: Nitrate.  Additional work is being accomplished on water resources and appropriate changes will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 16 Re: EPA regulations.  Additional work is being accomplished on air quality and appropriate changes will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 17 Re: Ethanol fuels.  This feature is in the range of alternative features analyzed, and will continue to be an option for management.
Page 17 Re: Pre-paid passes.  Pre-paid passes are available in West Yellowstone.  Should the need arise at other gates for the same reasons, the service could be
expanded.  The rationale for this measure – mitigating pollution impacts on visitors and employees – has a cost associated with it.  Opportunities for necessary
NPS-visitor contact at the gate are lost.  Suggesting that all visitors forego an important safety element of the park experience, so that their snowmobiles will be
less polluting is clearly not in compliance with 36CFR 2.18.  The regulation states that snowmobiles are prohibited except where designated and only when
their use is consistent with the park’s natural, cultural, scenic and aesthetic values, safety considerations and will not disturb wildlife or damage park resources.
In this case, mitigating an effect on park values and resources by completely eliminating an important information and safety resource for park visitors is
illogical.  Voluntary compliance with this management option is reasonable, but only for those visitors who wish to utilize it.
Page 17 Re: NAAQS violations.  Additional work is being accomplished on air quality and appropriate changes will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 17 Re: Public Health.  This information will be included in the FEIS.
Page 17 Re: Public Health.  This information will be included in the FEIS
Page 17-18. Re: Water Resources.  Additional work is being accomplished on water resources and appropriate changes will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 18 Re: Biodegradable lubricants.  This feature is in the range of alternative features analyzed, and will continue to be an option for management.
Page 18-19. Re: Air Quality.  Additional work is being accomplished on air quality and appropriate changes will be incorporated into the FEIS
Page 19. Re: Lynx abundance.  The statement regarding lynx abundance will be revised in the FEIS.
Page 19. GYA regional economy.  NPS has set the context for the decision to be made at the level of the GYA region.  This is entirely appropriate – witness the
comments of all cooperating agencies that this is a regional concern, not just a community concern.  Comments about the rationale for the preferred alternative
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are taken out of context, and are given too much weight; the rationale for the preferred alternative does not set the scope of analysis.  NEPA (CEQ Regulations)
does not make stipulations about the rationale for selecting a preferred alternative in an EIS; in fact there is no requirement for stating the rationale in an EIS.  It
stipulates that in a final EIS, a preferred alternative must be identified.  The statement of preference for one or more alternatives in a draft EIS is discretionary,
depending upon whether the agency has a preference at that point (§1502.14(e)).  The identification of a preferred alternative in a DEIS should be regarded by
the public as extremely tenuous.  This is because an EIS is to serve as a means of assessing impacts of proposed agency actions “rather than justifying decisions
already made” (§1502.2(g)).  The FEIS preferred alternative may be viewed more as a “precursor” decision, which will only become final in a Record of
Decision that expresses the rationale for the choice. In any case, it is clear that merely the expression of a preferred alternative, by itself, can in no way
invalidate the entire EIS analysis.  The decision-maker can select any of the offered alternatives in a Final EIS through consideration of a variety of factors,
including but not limited to environmental impacts.  The selected alternative does not have to be the most environmentally preferable alternative, which must
also be revealed in the decision document.
Page 20. Re: Alternative B’s major impact.  It appears too much emphasis is placed on support or justification for a course of action or decision.  See discussion
on disclosure of a preferred alternative, above.  Under the CEQ regulations, the requirement in an EIS is to provide a range of reasonable alternatives that
clearly define the issues, and to fully evaluate and disclose the possible effects of those alternatives.  The DEIS meets this requirement, while acknowledging
that the commenter disagrees about many of the impacts disclosed.  In general, the expressions of opposition relate to the decision that the commenter would
like to see NPS make, based on myriad disagreements about the effects disclosed in the DEIS.  The general response to such comments is that the commenter’s
opinions will be considered in making the final decision, but that there is nothing in those opinions that substantively would alter the range of alternative
features to be evaluated in the Final EIS.  For example, if the features that are not supported were to be deleted from the range of alternatives then the analysis
would be left only with features that the commenter likes or agrees with.  If only the actions that are liked by the commenter remain, then there is effectively
only one alternative.  Therefore, expressions of support or objection will not be responded to, in general, by changes in alternative features – they will be
responded to when the decision criteria are developed, and accordingly, when the rationale for the decision is presented in the Record of Decision.  People who
commented in this fashion are asked to consider that there is a very clear separation between alternatives legitimately considered in an analysis and the
expression of a preferred alternative or the decision to be made.
Page 20. In part due to the low public support for one feature of alternative B, plowing the road from West Yellowstone to Old Faithful, NPS will change its
FEIS preference to alternative G.
Pages 20-21. Re: Plowed road proposal.  The commenter perceives the rationale incorrectly.  The stated purpose of plowing the road (DEIS, page 28) is to
“improve affordable access” –     not   , as this and other commenters state, to “provide affordable access for minority and low-income people.” A thorough reading
of the EIS would reveal that a required impact topic in an EIS is to evaluate the effects of a proposed action on socially or economically disadvantaged
populations (DEIS, page 80).  These populations are characterized on page 90 in the DEIS, and the effects on those populations are disclosed in the
socioeconomic section for each alternative (DEIS, pp 176, 199, 224, 245, 260, 274, 288).  We disagree that this analysis is “extremely flawed”; the stated
impacts on socially or economically disadvantaged populations are not used as “justification” for plowing in alternative B.  The rationale for preferring
alternative B may be found on page 39.
Page 22. Re: Public safety outside the parks.  NPS is concerned about public safety outside the parks.  As an example, Grand Teton National Park personnel
respond to winter accidents involving snowmobiles, et al, on Togwotee Pass.  NPS asked all cooperating agencies to provide assessments of impacts on adjacent
lands and jurisdictions.  These assessments are disclosed in the DEIS on pages 298-315.  In particular, for Montana, this point is made on page 311.  It appears
that the situation involving travel from West Yellowstone to Big Sky and Taylor Fork, and return, is hazardous regardless of any management decision by NPS.
Page 23. Re: Tunnel effect of plowed roads on bison.  Pages 182 and 208-09 in the DEIS discuss the impact of snow berms on ungulates.  Although the DEIS
does not use the term “tunnel effect” it does discuss the negative impact associated with snow berms along the plowed road corridor, and suggests mitigation (p.
209).  NPS and the commenter disagree on whether or not a tunnel effect would result from plowing.  In many other areas within and near the three park units,
roads are plowed and no tunnel effect exists.
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P. 23. Re: Mitigation measures for snow berms.  Page 209 in the DEIS discusses creating turnouts in the snow berms for wildlife to exit the road corridor.
P. 23. Re: NAS report.  The FEIS will incorporate the findings of the NAS report.
P. 23. Re: Effects of groomed trails on bison energetics.  The bison analysis will be reviewed and updated as necessary.  In an effort to better understand the
relationship of bison movements and the use of the winter groomed road system, managers have instituted studies that address this issue.  While groomed roads
may have contributed to the redistribution of bison within park boundaries (Meagher 1997), it appears that bison tend to use waterways and off-road trails for
much of their travel on the west side of the park (Bjornlie and Garrott 1998), and that much of their movement toward park boundaries may occur on such
routes.  Monitoring of bison movements in the Hayden Valley and Mammoth to Gibbon Falls sections of the park has found that less than 12% of bison
movements occurred on the groomed road surface (Kurz et al. 1998, 1999).  However, groomed roads may have allowed larger numbers of bison to exist in the
park than in the absence of groomed roads, by allowing access to otherwise unavailable foraging areas, and westward redistribution early in the winter may
predispose some bison to exit the park (Meagher 1997).  Therefore closing of groomed roads could have the effect of reducing population size and shifting
distribution back to patterns observed before grooming, thereby possibly reducing the magnitude of bison movements outside park boundaries.  Conversely,
bison are highly social and appear to retain and pass along knowledge through generations (Meagher 1985), so it is possible that closing groomed roads may not
impact bison movements and distribution.  Research is currently being conducted to better understand the relationship between road grooming and bison
movement and distribution patterns.
P. 23. Re: Energetic value of walking on groomed roads.  If the issue is the effect of groomed surfaces on the energy balance of individual animals, as is the
intent of the DEIS discussion, then groomed surfaces by themselves allow animals to save energy.  This is why they use the surfaces, and it is apparently to
their benefit.  The DEIS also makes the point that recreation use of groomed surfaces contributes to stress and energy expenditures by animals.  The larger issue
– given the balance of energy savings vs. energy loss – is if and to what extent these circumstances constitute an impairment of park values.  The total picture –
groomed routes, type and amount of use, stressful periods for wildlife, availability of forage – needs to be considered in the final decision.  The goal of natural
regulation applies to whole populations, not individuals, and must factor in the presence of people.
P. 24. Re: Bison movement from Tower to Mammoth and from 7-mile Bridge to West.  The FEIS will include some of the information cited in Aune et al 1997.
P. 24. Re: Effects of nonmotorized use on ungulates.  The statement regarding the effects of nonmotorized use on ungulates will be revised in the FEIS.

Page 25. Re: Effects on public health.  Modeling of air quality impacts, including consideration of Montana’s estimates, will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Additional air dispersion modeling for CO for all alternatives will be included in the FEIS.
Page 25. Re: Water Resources.  Additional work is being accomplished on water resources and appropriate changes will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 25-26. Re: Air quality.  Modeling of air quality impacts, including consideration of Montana’s estimates, will be incorporated into the FEIS.  Although
alternative C (as well as alternative D) proposes selling 10 percent ethanol fuel and synthetic low emissions lubricants in the park, this does not ensure that all
snowmobiles would operate on these products.

Pages 27-28. Effects on national forests were provided by USFS  personnel.  This section will be adjusted in accordance with USFS comments on the DEIS.
Page 29. Re: Effects on states.  NPS will incorporate the suggested information into the FEIS.
Page 29. Re: Relationship between local short-term uses and long-term productivity.  In order for the suggested impacts on lands far beyond park boundaries to
be assessed, it would first be necessary for the states to provide an assessment of the current impacts of snowmobiling, or other winter uses, on those lands.
NPS cannot be expected to perform this analysis without some assistance from Montana.  The NPS is not aware whether such needed assessment information is
available from the state of Montana.
Page 29.  In order for the suggested impacts on lands far beyond park boundaries to be disclosed, it would first be necessary for the states to provide an
assessment of the current impacts of snowmobiling, or other winter uses, on those lands.  NPS cannot perform this analysis without assistance or information
from Montana.  The NPS is not aware whether such needed assessment information is available from the state of Montana.  NPS has the impression from this
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series of comments (i.e., short-term vs long-term, cumulative effects) that Montana, as well as lands in other states, is at or approaching a threshold of
snowmobile use.  This conclusion is drawn from the implication that any changes in snowmobile use in the parks could distribute unwanted additional use to
adjacent lands and have important negative effects.  It is also at odds with the suggestion that closing portions of the parks to snowmobiling would have the
negative effects on local communities – if people will still come to those communities to snowmobile and place local resources at risk.  Such inconsistencies
and the unavailability of data, make it difficult to respond effectively to the comment.
Pages 30-31.  Potential cumulative impacts on national forest lands are discussed on pages 326-327 of the DEIS.  NPS believes the cumulative effects analysis
is sufficient to provide information for the decision to be made.  Any additional input received from cooperating agencies, in accordance with their special
expertise, before the preparation of the FEIS will be incorporated into it.
P. 31. Re: Threatened and Endangered Species.  Potential cumulative impacts to T&E species associated with winter recreation will be more fully discussed in
the FEIS.  Again, input from cooperators is necessary for the NPS to formulate a comprehensive analysis on areas of concern outside the parks.

P. 32. Re: Species of Special Concern.  Potential cumulative impacts to species of concern associated with winter recreation will be more fully discussed in the
FEIS.  Again, input from cooperators is necessary for the NPS to formulate a comprehensive analysis on areas of concern outside the parks.
Page 32. Appendices.  Clarifications on indicated pages will be made in the FEIS.
Attachment to letter: Montana’s Proposed Preferred Alternative.  Montana’s proposal is not significantly different from alternative E as presented in the DEIS,
especially considering the programmatic nature of the proposed action.  Features proposed by Montana are for the most part considered within the range of
DEIS alternatives, and will continue to be available for selection by the decision maker following publication of the FEIS.  Other recommended features are
more site-specific than programmatic, or have been dismissed with rationale.  See the matrix comparison of Revised Alternative E, which resembles Montana’s
alternative, versus the features analyzed in the DEIS.  All alternatives in the DEIS meet the purpose and need for action to a greater or lesser degree.  For any
alternative that incorporates an adaptive management process as its chief feature, the Final EIS will be modified to include more explanation of that process and
its resource focus.


